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[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010.] 

451.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  Crescent  Brand  Chlorinated  Lime 
or  Bleaching  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  One  Case  of  Crescent  Brand  Clilori- 
nated Lime  or  Bleaching-  Powder.  Default  decree  of  condemnation, 
forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  633.     Dom.  No.  14166.     S.  46.) 

On  July  25,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  one  case  of  an  article  labeled  "  Crescent  Brand  Chlorin- 
ated Lime  or  Bleaching  Powder,"  at  St.  Joseph,  Mich.  It  was  alleged  in  the 
libel  that  the  article  was  contained  in  cartons ;  that  it  had  been  shipped  on  or 
about  June  IS,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Michigan  by 
Fuller-Morrison  Co.,  Chicago,  111.,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it 
remained  unsold  and  in  the  original,  unbroken  packages  at  St.  Joseph,  Mich. ; 
and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  statement 
borne  on  the  cartons,  to  wit,  "  Crescent  Brand  Chlorinated  Lime  or  Bleaching 
Powder  *  *  *  Available  Chlorine  not  less  than  30  per  cent.  Inert  Ingredi- 
ents not  more  than  70  per  cent,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  con- 
tained available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  30  per  centum,  and  that 
it  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefactive  bacteria, 
in  a  proportion  not  more  than  70  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity 
of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  less 

1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 
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than  30  per  centum,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances 
which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit.  pathogenic  and 
putrefractive  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  70  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading:  In  this,  that 
the  statement  borne  on  the  cartons,  to  wit,  "  Crescent  Brand  Chlorinated  Lime 
or  Bleaching  Powder  *  *  *  Available  Chlorine  not  less  than  30  per  cent. 
Inert  Ingredients  not  more  than  70  per  cent,"  represented  that  the  article 
contained  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  30  per  centum, 
and  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say.  substances  which  did  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefactive 
bacteria,  in  a  proportion  not  more  than  70  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion 
less  than  30  per  centum,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say, 
substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
pathogenic  or  putrefactive  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  70  per 
centum;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  cartons,  to  wit: 
"Crescent  Brand  Chlorinated  Lime  or  Bleaching  Powder  Chlorin- 
ated Lime  is  a  powerful  deodorizer  for  offensive  effluvia.  For  rooms  mix  one- 
quarter  pound  chlorinated  lime  with  half  a  gallon  water  and  place  around  the 
room  in  saucers  or  other  shallow  vessels  of  earthenware  or  glass,"  was  false 
and  misleading,  in  that  the  statement  represented  that  the  article,'  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would 
disinfect  and  deodorize  rooms,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  not  disinfect  or  deodorize  rooms.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  sub- 
stances other  than  available  chlorine,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefactive 
bacteria,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of 
the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any 
of  the  cartons  or  hibels  affixed  thereto,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name-;  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungi- 
cidal properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present 
in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  cartons  or 
labels  affixed  thereto. 

On  September  3,  1918,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  article,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  il  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  article  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 
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452.  Misbranding  of  "  O.  K.  Sterilizer."  U.  S.  v.  Arthur  Cbicbester  MaCart- 
ney,  J.  Clifford  Baiter,  Frank  W.  Kniglit,  Raymond  A.  McMillan,  and 
J, eon  M.  Somes  (O.  K.  Sterilizer  Co.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25. 
(I.  &  F.  No.  601.    Dom.  No.  12934.) 

On  October  16,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New- 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  of  "the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Arthur 
Chichester  MaCartney,  J.  Clifford  '  Baker,  Frank  W.  Knight,  Raymond  A. 
McMillan,  and  Leon  M.  Somes,  trading  as  the  O.  K.  Sterilizer  Co.,  Bloomfielcl, 
N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  September  25,  1916,  from  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  of  a  quantity  of  'an  article 
contained  in  six  jugs,  labeled  "  O.  K.  Sterilizer,"  which  was  a  misbranded 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  jugs  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  in  disinfecting 
floors  of  dairies,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  stregth  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not 
be  effective  in  disinfecting  floors  of  dairies;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as 
a  .cleanser  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  in  disin- 
fecting households,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  as  a 
cleanser  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  disin- 
fecting households.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium 
hypochlorite  and  borax,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  and 
did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  contained 
in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  jugs  containing  the  article. 

On  October  21,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 


576 


INSECTICIDE  AXD  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


IS.  It.  A. 


'153.  Misbranding-  of  "  Real  Cedar  Chips."     U.  S.  v.  Isaac  J.  Keuper  (K.  D.  C. 
Co.).    riea  of  srnilty.    Fine.  $5.     (I.  &  F.  No.  GIG.    Dom.  No.  13307.) 

On  October  16,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Isaac 
J.  Keuper,  trading  and  doing  business  as  the  K.  D.  C.  Co.,  Trenton,  N.  J., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  May  5,  191G,  from  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  con- 
tained in  cartons,  labeled  "  Real  Cedar  Chips,"  which  was  a  misbranded  in- 
secticide and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  car- 
tons represented  that  the  article  would  prevent,  and  destroy  germ  life  in  and 
about  households,  and  would  impart  an  odor  that  would  stimulate  weak  lungs 
and  that  would  be  of  benefit  in  any  pulmonary  affections,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  would  not  prevent  or  destroy  germ  life  in  and  about  house- 
holds, and  would  not  impart  an  odor  that  would  stimulate  weak  lungs  and  that 
would  be  of  benefit  in  any  pulmonary  affections ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  or  cartons  represented  that  the  article 
would  be  more  effective  in  destroying  moths  than  is  naphthalene  or  camphor, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  he  as  effective  in  destroying 
moths  as  is  naphthalene  or  camphor. 

On  October  23,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 
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454.  Misbranding-  of  "  Robbins'  Pine  Liquid."  U.  S.  v.  Jennie  I.  Ralston 
(Geo.  B.  Robbing  Disinfectant  Co.).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine, 
$25.    (I.  &  F.  No.  588.    Dom.  No.  12845.) 

On  October  10,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Jennie  I. 
Ralston,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Geo.  B. 
Robbins  Disinfectant  Co.,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  or  about  October  3,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State 
of  Rhode  Island,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  a  can,  labeled  "  Rob- 
bins'  Pine  Liquid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  label  af- 
fixed to  the  can  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  represented  that 
the  article  was  a  powerful  deodorizer,  antiseptic,  and  disinfectant,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  a  powerful  deodorizer,  antiseptic,  or  dis- 
infectant; and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  repre- 
sented that  the  article  would  destroy  all  offensive  odors  that  arise  from  or  are 
produced  by  decomposed  matter,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would 
not  destroy  all  offensive  odors  that  arise  from  or  are  produced  by  decomposing 
matter;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed,  would  dis- 
infect hospitals,  sick  rooms,  barracks,  prisons,  cattle  cars,  ships,  kennels,  stables, 
drains,  sewers  and  emigrant  ships,  would  prevent  contagion  from  all  infectious 
diseases,  would  destroy  all  germs  of  disease,  would  be  effective  in  preventing 
contagion  or  infection  in  cases  of  yellow  fever  or  typhoid,  and  would  destroy 
the  offensive  odors  usually  present  in  and  incidental  to  dissecting  rooms, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portions directed,  would  not  disinfect  hospitals,  sick  rooms,  barracks,  prisons, 
cattle  cars,  ships,  kennels,  stables,  drains,  sewers,  or  emigrant  ships,  would  not 
prevent  contagion  from  infectious  diseases,  would  not  destroy  all  germs  of 
disease,  would  not  be  effective  in  preventing  contagion  or  infection  in  cases  of 
yellow  fever  or  typhoid,  and  would  not  destroy  the  offensive  odors  usually 
present  in  and  incidental  to  dissecting  rooms;  and  in  this,  that  *  statements 
borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  cure 
all  skin  diseases  that  affect  man  or  domestic  animals,  and  ring-worn,  scab, 
all  bruises,  all  wounds,  all  ulcers,  all  sores,  thrush,  scratches,  saddle-galls, 
grease-heels,  foot-rot,  bites,  and  stings,  on  man  or  domestic  animals,  and  would 
be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange,  all  skin  diseases,  all  ulcers,  all  sores, 
all  types  of  scratches,  and  all  types  of  grease-heel  that  affect  man,  horses, 
dogs,  or  other  domestic  animals,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  strength  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed, 
would  not  cure  all  skin  diseases  that  affect  man  or  domestic  animals,  or  ring- 
worm, scab,  all  bruises,  all  wounds,  all  ulcers,  all  sores,  thrnh,  scratches,  saddle- 
galls,  grease-heels,  foot-rot,  bites,  or  stings  on  man  or  domestic  animals,  and 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange,  all  skin  diseases,  all  ulcers, 
all  sores,  all  types  of  scratches,  or  all  types  of  grease-heel  that  affect  man, 
horses,  dogs,  or  other  domestic  animals ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on 
the  label  of  the  can  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strengths  and 
proportions  directed,  would  destroy  and  would  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of 
bugs  and  all  kinds  of  insects  that  attack  or  infest  trees,  bushes,  shrubs,  vines, 
or  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strengths 
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and  proportions  directed,  would  not  destroy  and  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  kinds  of  bugs  or  ail  kinds  of  insects  that  attack  or  infest  trees,  bushes, 
shrubs,  vines,  or  plants ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  label  of  the 
cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strengths  and  proportions 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions and  in  the  method  and  mannor  directed,  would  not  be  effective  as  a 
disinfectant  ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
would  be  effective  for  disinfecting  stables,  markets,  slaughterhouses,  factories, 
and  mills,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  disinfecting  stables,  markets, 
slaughterhouses,  factories,  or  mills;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the 
label  of  the  can  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ned directed,  would  disinfect,  and  would  kill  all  vermin  in  the  steerages  of 
ships,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed,  would  not  disinfect,  and  would  not  kill  all  vermin  in  the 
steerages  of  ships ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  label  of  the  can 
represented  that  the  article  would  destroy  all  offensive  odors  in  and  about  meat 
markets  and  fish  markets,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not 
destroy  all  offensive  odors  in  and  about  meat  markets  or  fish  markets ;  and  in 
this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  ihe  method  and  manner  directed,  would  disinfect,  and  would 
prevent  contagion  in  and  about,  rooms,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  disinfect, 
and  would  not  prevent  contagion  in  and  about,  rooms;  and  in  this,  that  state- 
ments borne  on  the  label  of  the  can  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would 
disinfect  infected  clothing,  whereas,  In  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  wotdd 
not  disinfect  infected  clothes;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  label 
of  the  can  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed,  would  purify  and  would  disinfect  prisons,  barracks,  hospitals, 
sick-rooms,  night-chairs,  closets,  urinals,  sinks,  cesspools,  drains,  kennels,  and 
the  holds  of  ships  carrying  animals  or  emigrants,  and  that  the  article  would 
destroy  all  insects  and  bugs  that  infest  man  or  animals,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not 
purify  and  would  not  disinfect  prisons,  barracks,  hospitals,  sick-rooms,  night- 
chairs,  closets,  urinals,  sinks,  cesspools,  drains,  kennels,  or  the  holds  of  ships 
can  ying  animals  or  emigrants,  and  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  insects  or 
all  bugs  that  infest  man  or  animals.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substnnce,  to  wit,  water,  which 
said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label 
on  the  can  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  in- 
sect icidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredient present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any 
label  on  the  can. 

On  October  25,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 
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455.  Misbranding'  of  "  Derror's  Improved  Tree  Fluid."  U.  S.  v.  Jennie  t>er« 
ror  and  Mary  Hardgrove  (Derror  Improved  Tree  Fluid  Co.).  Pleas 
of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $50  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  641.  Dom.  No. 
12112.) 

On  October  8,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Jennie 
Derror  and  Mary  Harclgrove,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and 
style  of  the  Derror  Improved  Tree  Fluid  Co.,  Mansfield,  Ohio,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  March  21,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into 
the  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  twenty-four  jugs, 
labeled  "  Derror's  Improved  Tree  Fluid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
package  and  label  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs 
represented  that  the  article  contained  and  consisted  of  water  in  the  proportion 
of  fifty-five  and  five-ninths  per  centum,  and  did  not  contain  substances  and 
ingredients  other  than  water  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  and  consisted  of 
water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  fifty-five  and  five-ninths  per  centum,  and 
contained  substances  and  ingredients  other  than  water  which  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale  and  all  insects  that  feed  upon  the 
trunk  or  root  of  trees  or  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when 
used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
as  directed  would  not  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale  or  all  other  insects 
that  feed  upon  the  trunk  or  roots  of  trees  or  plants.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  further,  in  that  it  consisted  completely  of  inert  substances,  which 
said  inert  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  jugs. 

On  November  7,  1918,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs  on  each  of  the  two 
defendants. 
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45G.  Misbranding  of  "  Gets-Em  Bot  and  Worm  Destroyer."     IT.  S.  v.  IVortli- 
•»vest   Mannfaclnringr   and   Milling  Co.     Plea   of   j?nilty.     Fine,  $25. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  603.    Dom.  No.  13465.) 

On  August  15,  1918.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  South 
Dakota,  acting  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  nu  information  against  the 
Northwestern  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Aberdeen,  S.  Dak.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  July  5.  1917,  from  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
into  the  State  of  Iowa,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  a  package 
labeled  "Gets-Em  Bot  and  Worm  Destroyer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecti- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
package  and  label  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)-  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  cartons 
containing  the  article  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  destroy  and  remove  all  hots  in  horses 
in  all  cases  of  infection  therewith,  would  destroy  and  remove  all  varieties  of 
worms  in  horses  in  all  cases  of  infection  therewith,  and  would  destroy  and  re- 
move all  forms  of  internal  parasites  in  horses  in  all  cases  of  infection  there- 
with, whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  destroy  or  remove  all  hots  in  horses 
in  all  cases  of  infection  therewith,  would  not  destroy  or  remove  all  varieties 
of  worms  in  horses  in  all  cases  of  infection  therewith,  and  would  not  destroy 
or  remove  all  forms  of  internal  parasites  in  horses  in  all  cases  of  infection 
therewith. 

On  November  18,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 
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457.  Misbranding-  and  alleged  adulteration  of  "  Formalin."  U.  S.  v.  Shor- 
ing' &  Glatz,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty  as  to  second  and  tliird  counts  of 
information,  charging  misbranding-.  Fine,  $50.  Count  one  of  in- 
formation, charging  adulteration,  withdrawn.  (I.  &  F.  No.  637.  Dom. 
No.  13093.) 

At  the  November  term,  191S,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  said  court  an 
information,  in  three  counts,  against  Schering  &  Glatz.,  Inc.,  a  corporation, 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  8,  1917, 
from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  50  bottles,  labeled  "  Formalin,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  information, 
in  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  to  wit,  "  Formalin  *  *  * 
Carbolic  acid  coefficient  3.0,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and 
quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the  article 
was  3,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  carbolic-acid  co- 
efficient of  the  article  was  much  less  than  3. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  second  and  tliird  counts  of  the 
information,  (1)  in  that  the  package  and  label  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit :  "  Formalin  *  *  *  Carbolic  acid  coefficient  3.0,"  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  bottles,  represented  that  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the  article 
was  3,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the  article 
was  much  less  than  3. 

On  November  20,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
second  and  third  counts  of  the  information,  charging  misbranding  of  the  article, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50.  The  count  of  the  information  charging  adul- 
teration of  the  article  was  withdrawn. 
126949°— 19  -2 
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458.  Misbranding  and  alleged  adulteration  of  "  Formalin."  If.  S.  v.  Scher- 
ing  &  Glatz,  Inc.  Pica  of  guilty  as  to  second  and  thiril  counts  of 
information,  cnargrinf?  misbranding.  Fine,  $50.  Count  one  of  in- 
formation, cliarsin«-  adulteration,  withdrawn.  (I.  &  F.  No.  G38.  Dora. 
No.  13317. 

At  the  November  term,  1018,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  hied  in  the  said  court  an 
information  in  three  counts  against  Schering  &  Glatz,  (Inc.),  a  corporation,  New 
York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  May  3,  1917,  from  the 
State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  con- 
tained in  50  bottles,  labeled  "  Formalin,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  information, 
in  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  to  wit,  "Formalin 
*  *  *  Cnrbolic  acid  coefficient  3.0,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  stand- 
ard and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of  the 
article  was  3,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  carbolic- 
acid  coefficient  of  the  article  was  much  less  than  3. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  second  and  third  counts  of  the 
information  (1)  in  that  the  package  and  label  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the 
statement,  to  wit  "  Formalin  *  *  *  Carbolic  acid  coefficient  3.0,"  borne  on 
the  labels  on  the  bottles,  represented  that  the  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of  the 
article  was  3,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the 
article  was  much  less  than  3. 

On  November  20,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  second  and  third  counts  of  the  information,  charging  misbranding  of  the 
article,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50.  The  count  of  the  information 
charging  adulteration  of  the  article  was  withdrawn. 
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459.  Misbranding;  of  "Temple  of  Allah  Incense."     I  .  S.  v.  F.  K.  James  Co. 
Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  P.  No.  G42.    Dom.  No.  12878.) 

At  the  November  term,  1918,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  South- 
ern District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  informa- 
tion against  F.  K.  James  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  October  12,  101G,  from  the  State  of  New  York 
into  the  State  of  Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  144  cartons, 
labeled  "  Temple  of  Allah  Incense,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the  pack- 
ages and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cartons 
represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  destroy  obnoxious  odors,  would  purify  the  air,  would  drive  away  mosqui- 
toes and  ail  summer  pests,  and  would  keep  away  mosquitoes  and  all  summer 
pests,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  directed  would  not  destroy  obnoxious  odors,  would  not  purify  the  air, 
would  not  drive  away  mosquitoes  and  all  summer  pests,  and  would  not  keep  away 
mosquitoes  and  all  summer  pests.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  fur- 
ther in  that  it  consisted  completely  of  inert  substances,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stances and  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any 
label  borne  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cartons. 

On  November  20,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25. 
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4G0.  Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  "  Caustic  Potash  Fifth  Oil  Soap  \o. 

a."    U.    S.   v.   Sehieffelin   <fc    Company.     Plea    of   suilty.     Fine,  $20. 

(I.  &  P.  No.  C07.    Dom.  No.  13254.) 

At  tlie  November  term,  1918,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an 
information  against  Schieffelin  &  Company,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  8,  1917,  from  the  State 
of  New  Y'ork  into  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in 
5  cans,  labeled  "Caustic  Potash  Fish  Oil  Soap  No.  3  (formerly  termed  Whale 
Oil  Soap),'"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  state- 
ment borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  professed  that  the  standard  and 
quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  consisted  of 
water  in  the  proportion  of  41  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity 
of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the 
article  consisted  of  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  41  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  whale  oil  soap,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  was  not  whale  oil  s<>ap:  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cans  represented  that  the  article  consisted  of  water  in  the  pro- 
portion of  41  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  of 
water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  41  per  centum ;  and  in  this,  that  statements 
on  the  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would 
prevent  and  destroy  all  insects  and  parasites  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees 
or  ornamental  plants  and  would  destroy  all  bark  lice  and  caterpillars  that  infest 
or  attack  fruit  trees  or  ornamental  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  prevent  and  would  not  destroy  all  insects 
and  parasites  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees  or  ornamental  plants,  and  would 
not  destroy  all  bark  lice  and  all  caterpillars  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees  or 
ornamental  plants.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stance and  ingredient  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  were  not 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  article,  nor.  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  Ingredient  ef  the  article  having  insecticidnl  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  \he  article,  slated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the 
article. 

On  November  27,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 
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4G1.  Adulteration  ami  misbranding-  of  "  Canstic  Potasli  Fish  Oil  Soap  No. 

3."    U.  S.  v.  Schieffelin  &  Co.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  F.  No. 

G21.    Dom.  No.  13394.) 

At  the  November  term,  1918,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an 
information  against  Schieffelin  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  June  15,  1917,  from  the  State  of  New 
York    into  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in 

10  cans,  labeled  "Caustic  Potash  Fish  Oil  Soap  No  3  (formerly  termed  Whale 

011  Soap),"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  statement 
borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and 
quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  was 
whale  oil  soap,  and  consisted  of  fish  oil  in  the  proportion  of  fifty  per  centum, 
and  consisted  of  actual  potash  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  eight  per  centum, 
and  consisted  of  water  in  the  proportion  of  forty-one  per  centum,  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality  in  that  the  article  was  not  whale  oil  soap,  and  in  that  the  article  con- 
sisted of  fish  oil  in  a  proportion  less  than  fifty  per  centum,  and  consisted  of 
actual  potash  in  a  proportion  less  than  eight  per  centum,  and  consisted  of 
water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  forty-one  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  which  Were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this, 
that  a  statement  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  represented  that  the  article 
was  whale  oil  soap,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  whale 
oil  soap;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  repre- 
sented that  the  article  consisted  of  fish  oil  in  the  proportion  of  fifty  per  centum, 
and  consisted  of  actual  potash  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  eight  per  centum, 
and  consisted  of  water  in  the  proportion  of  forty-one  per  centum,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  of  fish  oil  in  a  proportion  less  than  fifty 
per  centum,  the  article  consisted  of  actual  potash  in  a  proportion  less  than 
eight  per  centum,  and  the  article  consisted  of  water  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  forty-one  per  centum;  and  in  this,  that  statements  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  prevent 
and  would  destroy  all  insects  and  parasites  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees 
or  ornamental  plants,  and  would  destroy  all  bark  lice  and  caterpillars  that 
infest  or  attack  fruit  trees  or  ornamental  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  prevent  and  would  not  destroy 
all  insects  and  parasites  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees  or  ornamental  plants, 
and  would  not  destroy  all  bark  lice  and  all  caterpillars  that  infest  or  attack- 
fruit  trees  or  ornamental  plants.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which 
said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  in- 
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secticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
to  the  cans. 

On  November  27,  1018,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $20. 


Insecticide  26.]     SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  587 


462.  Adulteration,  and  misbranding:  of  "  Lead  Arsenate."  U.  S.  v.  Scliief- 
felin  &  Company.  Plea  of  gtailty.  Fine,  S£20.  (I.  &  F.  No.  620.  Dora. 
No.  18618.) 

At  the  November  term,  1918,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court 
an  information  against  Schieffelin  &  Company,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  July  12,  1917,  from  the  State  of 
New  York  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in 
5  cans,  labeled  "  Lead  Arsenate,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  lead 
arsenate  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  consisted 
of  water  in  the  proportion  of  more  than  50  per  centum,  and  the  said  mixture, 
to  wit,  lead  arsenate  and  the  water  contained  therein  over  and  above  50  per 
centum  thereof,  was  not  labeled  "  Lead  Arsenate  and  Water,"  and  the  said  water 
so  contained  in  the  article  over  and  above  50  per  centum  thereof  was  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cans.  Adulteration  of 
the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  a  substance  other  than  lead  arsenate,  to 
wit,  water,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  therewith  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
50  per  centum  thereof,  so  as  to  reduce,  lower,  and  injuriously  affect  its  quality 
and  strength,  and  the  resulting  mixture — that  is  to  say,  the  lead  arsenate  and  the 
said  extra  water,  to  wit,  water  over  and  above  50  per  centum — was  not  labeled 
"  Lead  Arsenate  and  Water,"  and  the  percentage  of  the  said  water  was  not 
stated  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  rep- 
resented that  the  article  consisted  of  lead  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less 
than  55  per  centum,  and  consisted  of  water  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than 
45  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  of  arsenate  of 
lead  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  55  per  centum,  and  consisted  of  water  in  a 
proportion  greater  than  45  per  centum  thereof. 

On  November  27,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 
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463.  Misbranding  of  "  Hypfeniqne  Fluid."     U.  S.  v.  Edry  Chemical  Corpora- 
tion.   Plea  of  sailty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  593.    Dom.  No.  1292G.) 

On  November  30,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Edry  Chemical  Corporation,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.?  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  22,  1916,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in 
24  bottles,  labeled  "Hygenique  Fluid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles 
and  on  wrappers  enclosing  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed 
powerful  antiseptic  and  disinfecting  properties,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  and  disinfecting  properties.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
wrappers  enclosing  the  bottles,  to  wit,  "16  Fluid  Ounces,"  represented  and  pur- 
ported to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  bottle  in  terms  of  measure  were  six- 
teen fluid  ounces,  whereas,  the  contents  of  each  bottle  were  not  plainly  and 
correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  bottles,  in  that  the  contents  of 
each  of  the  bottles  were  not  sixteen  fluid  ounces,  but  were  less  than  sixteen 
fluid  ounces  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  and  ingredient  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or 
any  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  pres- 
ent in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  aflixed  to 
each  or  any  of  the  bottles.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were 
false  and  misleading:  In  this,  that  statements  borne  in  a  booklet  enclosed  in 
a  wrapper  wit 'a  each  of  the  bottles,  represented  that  the  article,  if  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengtbs  and  proportions  as  directed,  would 
be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  for  the  mouth,  teeth,  gums,  and  throat,  would 
overcome  offensive  breath  caused  by  decaying  teeth,  diseased  gums,  catarrh,  or 
inflamed  tissues  of  the  mouth  or  throat,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  propor- 
tions as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  for  the  mouth,  teeth, 
gums,  and  throat,  and  would  not  overcome  offensive  breath  caused  by  decaying 
teeth,  diseased  gums,  catarrh,  or  inflamed  tissues  of  the  mouth  or  throat:  and 
in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with 
each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  relieve  instantly 
hay  fever,  nasal  catarrh,  and  colds,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  not  instantly  relieve  hay  fever,  nasal  catarrh,  or  colds;  and 
in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrappers  with 
each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  be  efficient 
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in  the  removal  of  all  facial  eruptions,  would  cure  all  varieties  of  eczema,  would 
cure  all  insect  bites,  would  eradicate  all  facial  and  body  eruptions,  would  have 
a  strengthening  effect  in  cases  of  vaginal  catarrh  and  leucorrhea,  and  would  be 
effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  cases  of  cuts,  burns,  and  wounds,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  xthe  method  and  maimer  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  be  efficient  in  the  removal  of 
all  facial  eruptions,  would  not  cure  all  varieties  of  eczema,  would  not  cure  all 
insect  bites,  would  not  eradicate  all  facial  and  body  eruptions,  would  not  have 
a  strengthening  effect  in  cases  of  vaginal  catarrh  and  leucorrhea,  and  would 
not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  cases  of  cuts,  burns,  and  wounds ;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each 
of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  relieve  soreness 
in  all  cases  of  rheumatic  joints,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  direct- 
ed, would  not  relieve  soreness  in  all  cases  of  rheumatic  joints ;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the 
bottles  represented  that  the  articles,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and 
in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic 
in  the  filling  and  extraction  of  teeth,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  the  filling  and  extraction  of 
teeth ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrap- 
per with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  dis- 
infect and  sterilize  linen,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  not  disinfect  or  sterilize  linen ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in 
the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion as  directed,  would  disinfect  the  expectorations  of  sick  persons,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  the  expectorations 
of  sick  persons ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in 
the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  water  closets  and  all 
drain  pipes  could  be  disinfected  by  the  use  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  water  closets  and  all  drain  pipes  could  not  be  disinfected  by  the 
use  of  the  article;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed 
in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  disinfect  cellars,  ash  pits,  'and  garbage  receptacles,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  cellars,  ash  pits,  or 
garbage  receptacles;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed 
in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  prevent  the  contagion  of  communicable  or  infectious  diseases,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  prevent  the  contagion  of 
communicable  or  infectious  diseases;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in 
the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion as  directed,  would  deodorize  the  air  in  hospitals,  sick  rooms,  public 
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buildings,  and  other  enclosures,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  not  deodorize  the  air  in  hospitals,  sick  rooms,  public  buildings  or  other 
enclosures;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the 
wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in 
the  method  and  manner,  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would 
prevent  or  destroy  vitiated  atmosphere  in  public  halls,  depots,  < ars,  and  other 
enclosures,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth.  The  articles,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not 
prevent  or  destroy  vitiated  atmosphere  in  public  halls,  depots,  cars,  and  other 
enclosures ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the 
wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would 
remove  all  odors  and  would  purify  the  air  in  houses,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  remove  all  odors  and  would  not  purify 
the  air  in  houses;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in 
the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed, 
would  insure  protection  against  infection  of  diseases,  would  produce  and  main- 
tain a  healthy  condition  of  the  skin,  would  destroy  all  exhalations  from  the 
skin,  and  would  cause  the  disappearance  of  blotches  and  coarse  skin,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  rhe  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  insure  protection  against 
infection  of  diseases,  would  not  produce  or  maintain  a  healthy  condition  of 
the  skin,  would  not  destroy  all  exhalations  from  the  skin,  and  would  not  cause 
the  disappearance  of  blotches  or  coarse  skin ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement 
borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  repre- 
sented that  the  article  possessed  the  property  of  producing  or  liberating  ozone, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  the  property  of  pro- 
ducing or  liberating  ozone  p  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet- 
enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  thai  the  article 
possessed  powerful  antiseptic  and  disinfecting  properties,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  or  disinfecting 
properties;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the 
wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed  power- 
ful antiseptic  and  germicidal  properties  and  was  well  adapted  to  accomplish 
all  the  objects  and  purposes  mentioned  and  described  in  the  booklets,  whereas 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  and  germ- 
icidal properties  and  was  n<>t  well  adapted  to  accomplish  all  of  the  objects 
and  purposes  mentioned  and  described  in  the  booklets;  and  in  this,  that  a 
statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles 
represented  that  tin  article  would  eradicate  every  odor  with  which  it  is  brought 
in  contact,  and  would  giTO  off  oxygen,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
would  not  eradicate  every  oder  with  which  it  is  brought  in  contact,  and  would 
not  give  off  oxygen:  and  in  this,  ib  it  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed 
in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed 
powerful  antiseptic  properties,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did 
not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  properties. 

On  December  4.  10  <s.  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $23. 
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464.  Misbranding-  of  "  Hyg-eniqne  Fluid."    U.  §.  v.  Edlry  Cliemieal  Corpora- 
tion.   Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  632.    Dom.  No.  12810.) 

On  November  15,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Edry  Chemical  Corporation,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  April  17,  1916,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in 
12  bottles,  labeled  "  Hygenique  Fluid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser;  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  repre- 
sented that  the  article  possessed  powerful  antiseptic  and  disinfecting  properties, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic 
and  disinfecting  properties.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  the  statement  borne  on  paper  wrappers  enclosing  the  bottles,  to  wit, 
"  16  Fluid  Ounces,"  represented  and  purported  to  state  that  the  contents  of 
each  bottle  in  terms  of  measure  were  sixteen  fluid  ounces,  whereas,  the  con- 
tents of  each  of  the  bottles  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside 
of  the  bottles,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  bottles  were  not  sixteen 
fluid  ounces  of  the  article,  but  were  less  than  sixteen  fluid  ounces  thereof. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further,  in  that  it  consisted  partially 
of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  con- 
taining the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles.  '  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading :  In  this,  that 
statements  borne  in  a  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles 
represented  that  the  article,  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  for 
the  mouth,  teeth,  gums,  and  throat,  and  would  overcome  offensive  breath  caused 
by  decaying  teeth,  diseased  gums,  catarrh,  or  inflamed  tissues  of  the  mouth  or 
throat,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  if  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  as 
an  antiseptic  for  the  mouth,  teeth,  gums,  and  throat,  and  would  not  overcome 
offensive  breath  caused  by  decaying  teeth,  diseased  gums,  catarrh,  or  inflamed 
tissues  of  the  mouth  or  throat ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet 
inclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  relieve  instantly  hay  fever,  nasal  catarrh,  and  colds,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  instantly  relieve  hay 
fever,  nasal  catarrh,  or  colds ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet 
enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  be  efficient  in  the  removal  of  all  facial  eruptions,  would  cure 
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all  varieties  of  eczema,  would  cure  all  insect  bites,  would  eradicate  all  facial 
and  body  eruptions,  would  bare  a  strengthening  effect  in  cases  of  vaginal 
catarrh  and  leucorrhea,  and  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  cases  of 
cuts,  burns,  and  wounds,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would 
not  be  efficient  in  the  removal  of  all  facial  eruptions,  would  not  cure  all  va- 
rieties of  eczema,  would  not  cure  all  insect  bites,  would  not  eradicate  all  facial 
and  body  eruptions,  would  not  have  a  strengthening  effect  in  cases  of  vaginal 
catarrh,  and  leucorrhea.  and  would  not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  cases 
of  cuts,  burns,  and  wounds;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the 
booklet  inclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions as  directed,  would  relieve  soreness  in  all  cases  of  rheumatic  joints, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  relieve  soreness 
in  all  cases  of  rheumatic  joints;  and  in  this,  that  a  statment  borne  in  the 
booklet  inclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions as  directed,  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  the  filling  and  ex- 
traction of  teeth,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would 
not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  the  filling  and  extraction  of  teeth  j  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each 
of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  disinfect  and  sterilize 
linen,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  or 
sterilize  linen ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in 
the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  disinfect  the  expectorations  of  sick  persons,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  the  expectorations  of  sick  per- 
sons;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper 
with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  water-closets  and  all  drainpipes 
could  lie  disinfected  by  the  use  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
water-closets  and  all  drainpipes  could  not  be  disinfected  by  the  use  of  the 
article;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrap- 
per with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  dis- 
infect cellars,  ash  pits,  and  garbage  receptacles,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  aud  pro- 
portion as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  cellars,  ash  pits,  or  garbage  receptacles; 
and  in  this,  that  a  Statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with 
each  Of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  aud 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  prevent  the  con- 
tagion of  communicable  or  Infections  diseases,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion as  directed,  would  not  prevent  the  contagion  of  communicable  or  infec- 
tious diseases;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in 
the  wrapper  wiib  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would 
deodorize  the  air  in  hospitals,  sick  rooms,  public  buildings,  and  other  enclosures, 
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whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  deodorize  the  air  in 
hospitals,  sick  rooms,  public  buildings,  or  other  enclosures ;  and  in  this,  that  a 
statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the 
bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner,  and 
•in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  'would  prevent  or  destroy  vitiated 
atmosphere  in  public  halls,  depots,  cars,  and  other  enclosures,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  prevent  or  destroy  vitiated 
atmosphere  in  public  halls,  depots,  cars,  and  other  enclosures ;  and  in  this,  that 
a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the 
bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  remove  all  odors  and  would 
purify  the  air  in  houses,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  not  remove  all  odors  and  would  not  purify  the  air  in  houses ;  and  in  this, 
that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the 
bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  'and  manner  and 
in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  insure  protection  against 
infection  of  diseases,  would  produce  and  maintain  a  healthy  condition  of  the 
skin,  would  destroy  all  exhalations  from  the  skin,  and  would  cause  the  dis- 
appearance of  blotches  and  coarse  skin,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions as  directed,  would  not  insure  protection  against  infection  of  dis- 
eases, would  not  produce  or  maintain  a  healthy  condition  of  the  skin,  would 
not  destroy  all  exhalations  from  the  skin,  and  would  not  cause  the  disappear- 
ance of  blotches  or  coarse  skin ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  book- 
let enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article 
possessed  the  property  of  producing  or  liberating  ozone,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  the  property  of  producing  or  liberating 
ozone ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper 
with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed  powerful  anti- 
septic and  disinfecting  properties,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  'article  did 
not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  or  disinfecting  properties;  and  in  this,  that  a 
statement  borne  in  the  booklet  inclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles 
represented  that  the  article  possessed  powerful  antiseptic  and  germicidal  prop- 
erties and  was  well  adapted  to  acconiplish  all  the  objects  and  purposes  men- 
tioned and  described  in  the  booklets  aforesaid,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  and  germicidal  properties  and 
was  not  well  adapted  to  accomplish  all  of  the  objects  and  purposes  mentioned 
and  described  in  the  booklets ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet 
enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article 
would  eradicate  every  odor  with  which  it  is  brought  in  contact  and  would 
give  off  oxygen,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  eradicate 
every  odor  with  which  it  is  brought  in  contact  and  would  not  give  off  oxygen ; 
and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with 
each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed  powerful  antiseptic 
properties,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  powerful 
antiseptic  properties. 

On  December  4,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $25. 
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-1<>."».  Misbranding  of  "  Hygenique  Fluid."     V.  S.  v.  Edry  Chemical  Corpora- 
tion.    Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  JJ525.     (I.  &  F.  No.  63G.    Dom.  No.  12974.) 

On  November  15,  191S,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Edry  Chemical  Corporation,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  the  said  defendant,  on  September  5,  1916,  from  the  State-  of  New  York 
into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  bot- 
tles, labeled  "  Hygeniqne  Fluid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
on  the  bottles  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bot- 
tles represented  that  the  article  possessed  powerful  antiseptic  and  disinfecting 
properties,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  powerful 
antiseptic  and  disinfecting  properties.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further,  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which 
said  inert  substances  and  ingredient  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingred- 
ient were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further, 
in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading:  In  this,  that  statements  borne  in  a  booklet  en- 
closed in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  if 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  for  the  mouth,  teeth,  gums,  and 
throat,  and  would  overcome  offensive  breath  caused  by  decaying  teeth,  dis- 
eased gums,  catarrh,  or  inflamed  tissues  of  the  mouth  or  throat,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  if  used  in  the  mtheocl  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic 
for  the  mouth,  teeth,  gums,  and  throat,  and  would  not  overcome  offensive 
breath  caused  by  decaying  teeth,  diseased  gums,  catarrh,  or  inflamed  tissues 
of  the  mouth  or  throat  ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet  en- 
closed in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  thai  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  relieve  Instantly  hay  fever,  nasal  catarrh,  and  colds,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  instantly  relieve  hay  fever, 
nasal  catarrh,  or  colds;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  in  the  booklet  en- 
closed in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottle's  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  di- 
rected, would  be  efficient  in  the  removal  of  all  facial  eruptions,  would  cure  all 
varieties  of  eczema,  would  cure  all  insect  bites,  would  eradicate  all  facial  and 
body  eruptions,  would  have  a  strengthening  effect  in  cases  of  vaginal  catarrh 
and  leucorrhea.  and  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  cases  of  cuts, 
burns,  and  wounds,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  properties  as  directed,  would 
not  be  efficient  in  the  removal  of  all  facial  eruptions,  would  not  cure  all  varie- 
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ties  of  eczema,  would  not  cure  all  insect  bites,  would  not  eradicate  all  facial 
and  body  eruptions,  would  not  have  a  strengthening  effect  in  cases  of  vaginal 
catarrh  and  leucorrhoea,  and  would  not  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  cases 
of  cuts,  burns,  and  wounds ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet 
enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  relieve  soreness  in  all  cases  of  rheumatic  joints,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  relieve  soreness  in  all 
cases  of  rheumatic  joints;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet 
enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as 
directed,  would  be  effective  as  an  antiseptic  in  the  filling  and  extraction  of  teeth, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  'article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  as 
an  antiseptic  in  the  filling  and  extraction  of  teeth ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement 
borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  disinfect  and  sterilize  linen, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  or  steri- 
lize linen;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the 
wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would 
disinfect  the  expectorations  of  sick  persons,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  the  expectorations  of  sick  persons;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with 
each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  water  closets  and  all  drain  pipes  could  be 
disinfected  by  the  use  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  water  closets 
and  all  drain  pipes  could  not  be  disinfected  by  the  use  of  the  article;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each 
of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  disinfect  cellars, 
ash  pits,  and  garbage  receptacles,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as 
directed,  would  not  disinfect  cellars,  ash  pits,  or  garbage  receptacles ;  and 
in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with 
each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  prevent  the 
contagion  of  communicable  or  infectious  diseases,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion as  directed,  would  not  prevent  the  contagion  of  communicable  or  in- 
fectious diseases ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed 
in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  deodorize  the  air  in  hospitals,  sick  rooms,  public  buildings,  and  other 
enclosures,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  deodorize 
the  air  in  hospitals,  sick  rooms,  public  buildings,  or  other  enclosures;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each 
of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  prevent  or  destroy 
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vitiated  atmosphere  in  public  balls;,  depots,  ears,  and  other  enclosures,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  not  prevent  or  destroy  vitiated 
atmosphere  ID  public  halls,  depots,  cars,  and  other  enclosures;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the 
bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  remove  all  odors  and  would 
purify  the  air  in  houses,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
would  not  remove  all  odors  and  would  not  purify  the  air  in  houses;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each 
of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  insure  protection 
against  infection  of  diseases,  would  produce  and  maintain  a  healthy  condi- 
tion of  the  skin,  would  destroy  nil  exhalations  from  the  skin,  and  would  cause 
the  disappearance  of  blotches  and  coarse  skin,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions as  directed,  would  not  insure  protection  against  infection  of  dis- 
eases, would  not  produce  or  maintain  a  healthy  condition  of  the  skin,  would 
not  destroy  all  exhalations  from  the  skin,  and  would  not  cause  the  disap- 
pearance of  blotches  or  coarse  skin  :  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the 
booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the 
article  possessed  the  property  of  producing  or  liberating  ozone,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  the  property  of  producing  or  liberat- 
ing ozone ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the 
wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed  power- 
ful antiseptic  and  disinfecting  properties,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  or  disinfecting  properties ;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each 
of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed  powerful  antiseptic  and 
germicidal  properties  and  was  well  adapted  to  accomplish  all  the  objects  and 
purposes  mentioned  and  described  in  the  booklets  aforesaid,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  possess  powerful  antiseptic  and  germicidal 
properties  and  was  not  well  adapted  to  accomplish  all  of  the  objects  and  pur- 
poses mentioned  and  described  in  the  booklets;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement 
borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed  in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  repre- 
sented that  the  article  would  eradicate  every  odor  with  which  it  is  brought  in 
contact,  and  would  give  off  oxygen,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
would  not  eradicate  every  odor  with  which  it  is  brought  in  contact,  and  would 
not  give  oil  oxygen  ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  in  the  booklet  enclosed 
in  the  wrapper  with  each  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article  possessed 
powerful  antiseptic  properties,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
possess  powerful  antiseptic  properties. 

On  December  4,  191S,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  .$25. 
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466.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  French  Bordeaux  Mixture."    U.  S. 

v.  Benjamin  Hammond  (Hammond's  Plant  and  Slug-  Shot  Works). 
Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  640.    Dom.  No.  13680.) 

On  December  13,  1918, -the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
t)f  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Benjamin  Hammond,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style 
Of  Hammond's  Paint  and  Slug  Shot  Works,  Beacon,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
men  by  the  said  defendant,  on  July  21,  1917,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into 
the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  twelve  cans, 
labeled  "  French  Bordeaux  Mixture,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "Active  ingredient  5.5  metallic  copper,"  borne  on  the  label  on 
each  of  the  cans,  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  contained  metallic 
copper  in  a  proportion  of  five  and  one-half  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality, 
in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  metallic  copper  in  a  pro- 
portion equal  to  less  than  five  and  one-half  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  cans 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and'  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  label  on  each  of  the 
cans  represented  that,  the  article  contained  metallic  copper  in  a  proportion 
equal  to  five  and  one-half  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
contained  metallic  copper  in  a  proportion  equal  to  less  than  five  and  one-half 
per  centum.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  contained 
arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  said  arsenic  so  present 
in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any 
label  affixed  to  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof 
and  in  water-soluble  form,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  so 
present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic, 
on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert 
substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  copper  and  lead  arsenate,  which  said 
inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the 
cans  containing  the  article. 

On  December  18,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 
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467.  Misbranding-  of  "  Lightning  Lice  Killing:  P©vrdejr.w     V.  S.  v.  Des  Moines 
Incubator  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  #25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  023. 

Dom.  No.  13457.) 

On  November  L9;  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Des  Moines  Incubator  Co.,  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said 
defendant,  on  January  33,  1917,  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of  South 
Dakota,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  cans,  labeled  "Lightning 
Lice  Killing  Powder,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  moaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the  cans 
bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  cans 
represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  cabbage  worms  and 
against  currant  worms,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be 
effective  against  cabbage  worms  or  currant  worms.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  substances 
other  than  sulphur  and  nicotine,  which  said  inert  substances  did  not  and  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insocticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cans. 

On  November  27,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  S2G  and  costs. 
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468.  Misbranding  of  "  Garrett's  Refined  Tobacco."  U.  S.  v.  American  Snisff 
Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  530.  Dom.  Nos. 
10469,  10616.) 

On  January  17,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  In  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  American  Snuff  Co.,  a  corporation,  Memphis,  Term.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendant,  on  July  14,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  into  the 
State  of  Ohio  of  a  quantity  contained  in  864  cans,  and  on  August  10,  1915,  of 
a  quantity  contained  in  912  cans,  of  an  article  labeled  "  Garrett's  Kefined 
Tobacco,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information 
(1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on 
cartons  enclosing  the  c-aiis  operated  to  state  that  the  article,  when  used 
and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as 
directed,  would  be  effective  for  all  colds,  all  forms  of  crqup,  all  forms  of  asthma, 
and  all  other  bronchial  affections,  and  that  it  would  be  effective  in  the  treat- 
ment of  piles,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed 
would  not  be  effective  for  all  colds,  all  forms  of  croup,  all  forms  of  asthma, 
or  all  other  bronchial  affections,  and  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment 
of  piles ;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  cartons  operated  to  state 
that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  preventive  and  remedy  for  hog 
and  chicken  cholera,  and  would  prevent  and  cure  distemper  and  botts  in 
horses,  and  would  cure  colic  in  horses,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as 
directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  preventive  and  remedy  for  hog  or  chicken 
cholera,  would  not  prevent  or  cure  distemper  or  botts  in  horses,  and  would  not 
cure  colic  in  horses ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  operated 
to  state  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed 
would  cure  and  prevent  insects  known  as  wolves,  and  that  it  would  heal  all 
cuts,  all  scratches,  'and  all  sores  on  horses,  cattle,  and  hogs,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner 
as  directed,  would  not  cure  or  prevent  insects  known  as  wolves,  and  would  not 
heal  all  cuts,  all  scratches,  or  all  sores  on  horses,  cattle,  or  hogs ;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  operated  to  state  that  the  article,  when 
used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  etxerminate 
moths,  bed  bugs,  roaches,  ants,  mites,  and  all  other  insects,  and  would  be  effec- 
tive against  moths,  all  mites,  and  all  other  insects,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  not  exterminate  moths,  bed  bugs,  roaches,  ants,  mites,  or  all  other  insects, 
and  would  not  be  effective  against  moths,  all  mites,  or  all  other  insects;  and 
in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  operated  to  state  that  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  effective 
against  all  insects  and  all  worms  that  attack  or  infest  flowers,  plants,  trees,  and 
vegetables,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects  or 
all  worms  that  attack  or  infest  flowers,  plants,  trees,  or  vegetables.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert 
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substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  nicotin,  which  said  inert  substances 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  lepel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  cr  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor,  in  lieu 
thereof,  were  the*  names  and  their  percentage  amounts  ol  each  and  every  ingredi- 
ent of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at 
all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  December  11,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 
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469.  Misbranding  of  "  Carljo-L.yptns."    TJ.  S.  v.  Cresnoline  Disinfecting:  Com- 
pany.    Plea  of  g-nilfy.     Fine,  ,f-30,     (T.  &  F.  No.  646.    Dom.  No.  13014.) 

On  November  19,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Cremoline  Disinfecting  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  company,  on  March  24,  1917,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State 
of  Kentucky,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  three  cans,  labeled  "  Carbo- 
Lyptus,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the  pack- 
ages and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  represented  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  was  poisonous ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  effective  in  deodorizing  and  disinfecting  urinals 
and  water-closets,  would  kill  and  destroy  germs  of  all  diseases  present  in  bowls, 
receptacles,  troughs,  drainage  pipes  and  the  connections  thereof,  would  prevent 
diseases  arising  from  such  bowls,  receptacles,  troughs,  drainage  pipes  and  the 
connections  thereof,  and  would  insure  perfect  sanitary  conditions  in  the  said 
bowls,  receptacles,  troughs,  drain  pipes  and  connections  thereof,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  in  deodorizing  and  disinfecting  urinals  and  water-closets, 
would  not  kill  and  destroy  germs  of  all  diseases  present  in  bowls,  receptacles, 
troughs,  drainage  pipes  and  the  connections  thereof,  would  not  prevent  diseases 
arising  from  such  bowls,  receptacles,  troughs,  drainage  pipes  and  the  connec- 
tions thereof,  and  would  not  insure  perfect  sanitary  conditions  in  said  bowls, 
receptacles,  troughs,  drainage  pipes  and  the  connections  thereof.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  sub- 
stance, to  wit,  hydrocarbon  oil  of  the  nature  of  kerosene,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stance does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  putrefactive 
and  pathogenic  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label 
affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label 
affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans. 

On  January  4,  1919,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $30. 
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470.  Misbranding  of  "  No-Bliftht."     I  .  S.  v.  Roy  W.  WmiuuB,  Joseph  W. 

Everetts,  and  Mrs.  Roy  W.  Williams  (\o-Bli»ht  Manuf actn riny;-  Co.). 
Pleas  of  guilty.    Fine,  $51.     (I.  &  F.  No.  550.    Dom.  No.  10473.) 

At  the  November  term,  1917,  of  tlie  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Indiana,  the  grand  jurors  of  the  United  States  within  and  for 
the  said  district  returned  an  indictment  against  Hoy  W.  Williams,  Joseph  W. 
Everetts,  and  Mrs.  Roy  Williams,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name 
and  style  of  the  No-Blight  Manufacturing  Company,  Angola.  Indiana,  alleging 
the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment  on  October  14,  1915,  from  the  State  of 
Indiana  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  one 
can,  labeled  "  No-Blight,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
Within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
package  and  label  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  label  affixed 
to  the  can  represented  that  the  article,  When  used  and  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  tree  blight  and  twig  blight, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  tree  blight  or  twig 
blight ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  can  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed,  would  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale,  aphis,  codling  moth,  borers, 
and  other  insects  that  feed  upon  the  sap  of  the  tree,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale,  aphis,  codling  moth,  borers,  or 
other  insects  that  feed  upon  the  sap  of  trees;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement 
borne  on  a  circular  inclosed  in  a  carton  containing  the  can  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  be  effective  against  insects  that  infest  rose  bushes,  shrubbery,  and  very 
small  trees,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  insects 
that  infest  rose  bushes,  shrubbery,  or  very  small  trees.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  entirely  of  inert  substances, 
which  said  inert  substances  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  can. 

On  January  9,  1918,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  indictment, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  each  as  to  Roy  W.  Williams  and  Joseph  W. 
Everetts,  and  a  fine  of  .$1.00  as  to  Mrs.  Roy  W.  Williams. 
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471.  Misbranding  of  "  Peerless  Screw  Worm  Killer."     U.  S.  y,  L<.  C.  Gibson. 
Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  P.  No.  561.     Dom.  No,  12853.) 

On  October  19,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Texas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  district 
court  for  said  district  an  information  against  L.  C.  Gibson,  trading  and  doing 
business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Central  Drug  and  Book  Store,  Jour-  - 
danton,  Texas,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  October  26,  1915, 
from  the  State  of  Texas  into  the  State  of  Arizona,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  90  bottles,  labeled  "  Peerless  Screw  Worm  Killer,"  which  was  a 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  bottles. 

On  January  7,  1919,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 
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472.  misbranding;  of  "  Roach-Raid."    U.  S.  v.  Midwood  Chemical  Co.  Pica 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  574.    Dom.  No.  12945.) 

On  January  17,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  hied  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Midwood  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment 
hy  the  said  defendant,  on  May  1, 1916,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State 
of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  twelve  cans,  labeled 
"  Roach-Raid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium  fluoride  and 
borax,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  label  on 
the  cans,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans. 

On  January  22,  1919,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 
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473.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Sapozol."  U.  S.  v.  Auto-L,aks 
Manufacturing  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $15.  (I.  &  F.  TSTo.  573.  Dom, 
No.  10972.) 

On  January  13,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Auto-Laks  Manufacturing  Co.,.  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  company,  on  November  3,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  York 
into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  a  jug, 
labeled  "  Sapozol,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "Inert  Ingredient  Water  12%,"  borne  on  the  label,  purported  and 
professed  that  the  standard  and"  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article 
contained  water  in  the  proportion  of  twelve  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in 
that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  water  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  twelve  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  iii  that  the  package  and  label 
bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Ingredient  Water  12%," 
borne  on  the  label  on  the  jug,  represented  that  the  article  contained  water  in 
the  proportion  of  twelve  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
contained  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  twelve  per  centum. 

On  February  10,  1919,  the  defendant  company  withdrew  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  on  February  24,  1919,  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 
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474.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    of    "  Sapbzol."    I".    S.    v.  Anto-LaUs 
Manufacturing  Co.    Plea  of  g-nilty.    Fine,  Jfo.     (I.  &  F.  No.  57G.  Dom. 

No.  129G6.) 

On  February  10,  1910,  the  United  Slates  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Auto- 
Laks  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation.  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  company,  on  October  20,  1916,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State 
of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  eight  jugs,  labeled 
"  Sapozol,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "  Sapozol  Contains  50%  Cresols,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  jugs, 
purported  and  professed  that  the  article  contained  cresols  in  the  proportion  of 
fifty  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
said  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained 
cresols  in  a  proportion  less  than  fifty  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article,  which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Sapozol  Contains  50%  Cresols," 
borne  on  the  labels  of  the  jugs,  represented  that  the  article  contained  cresols  in 
the  proportion  of  fifty  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  con- 
tained cresols  in  a  proportion  less  than  fifty  per  centum.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredient were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  February  10,  1919,  the  defendant  company  withdrew  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  on  February  24,  1919,  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 
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475.  Misbranding-  of  "  Rex  One  Minute  Louse  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  Styers  Mer- 
cantile Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  ^200  and  costs.  (I.  &  P.  No. 
483.    Dom.  No.  10830.) 

At  the  November  term,  1917,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Indiana,  the  grand  jurors  of  the  United  States  within  and  for 
the  said  district  returned  on  indictment  against  the  Styers  Mercantile  Co., 
Greensburg,  Ind.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  ship- 
ment, on  October  4,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Indiana  into  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  seventy-two  packages,  labeled 
"  Rex  One  Minute  Louse  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  indictment  in  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  naphthalene,  sul- 
phur, and  nicotine,  which  said  inert  substances  did  not  and  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  packages  containing 
the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and 
labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages 
represented  that  the  article  possessed  disinfecting  properties  and  would  be 
effective,  as  a  disinfectant,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did  not 
possess  disinfecting  properties,  and  would  not  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant; 
and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages  represented 
that  the  use  of  the  article  would  prevent  the  spread  of  all  diseases  of  chickens 
by  keeping  such  chickens  free  from  lice,  and  that  the  article  was  superior  to  all 
other  preparations  for  killing  lice  on  fowls  and  animals,  and  that  the  article 
would  be  effective  against  all  insects  that  infest  fowls  and  animals,  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  use  of  the  article  would  not  prevent  the  spread  of  all  dis- 
eases of  chickens  by  keeping  such  chickens  free  from  lice,  and  the  article  was 
not  superior  to  all  other  preparations  for  killing  lice  on  fowls  and  animals, 
and  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects  that  infest  fowls  and 
animals. 

On  Fbruary  26,  1918,  the  defendant  company,  having  withdrawn  a  plea  of 
not  guilty,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  indictment,  and  the  court  imposed  a 
fine  of  $200  and  costs. 
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